








Gavin Newsom, Governor
Jared Blumenfeld, CalEPA Secretary 

Mary D. Nichols, Chair 
CALIFORNIA 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

June 15, 2020 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

Julia Descoteaux, Associate Planner 
City of Moreno Valley 
14177 Frederick Street 
Post Office Box 88005 
Moreno Valley, California 92552 
Phone: (951) 413-3209 
Email: juliad@moval.org 

RE: World Logistics Center Revised Final Environmental Impact Report 
(SCH # 2012021045) 

Dear Ms. Descoteaux: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Moreno Valley's (City) 
Revised Final Environmental Impact Report (RFEIR) for the World Logistics Center 
(WLC). 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has commented on the various iterations of 
the WLC's EIR multiple times over the past several years, 1 with the same fundamental 
concern: that the Project's GHG analysis is fundamentally legally inadequate. The 
project EIR continues to suggest that CARB approves of the Project's GHG approach. 
CARB emphatically does not. That concern remains very much alive today, despite the 
City's last-minute2 addition of a flawed GHG offsetting mitigation measure. 

As described in our previous comments, and in the Attorney General and CARB's 
amicus brief in Paulek et al. v. Moreno Valley Community Services District et al. 

1 CARB's prior comments are included as attachments to this letter, and are incorporated here by 
reference. 
2 The City first proposed this measure on April 30, 2020, just 14 days prior to the Planning Commission 
hearing on the RFEIR. The City then revised the measure again and notified the public about the final 
City Council hearing by mailing out postcards to stakeholders' places of business twelve days prior to 
the final City Council hearing. CARB is unsure why the City chose to notify CARB of its responses to 
CARB's comments solely via a physical mailing rather than via email, during a time when most 
commenters are working away from their physical offices. The delay in notification has compounded 
the already severely short timeframes for commenting on the revised Project-related documents, and is 
not consistent with the intent of CEQA Guidelines section 15088(b). 
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specific voluntary-market offset protocols that the City believes would meet 
these standards.8 

• The measure does not require the lead agency to first attempt to implement 
feasible local or regional direct GHG mitigation measures before resorting to 
offset credits.9 Nor does it require the lead agency to first consider offsets 
generated from projects in the county, California, and then the United States 
before resorting to international offsets. Similar failings concerned the court in 
Sierra Club. (See Sierra Club slip op. at 30 and 50.) The RFEIR does not state 

its basis for determining that further local, direct GHG emissions reduction 
measures are infeasible, which is particularly notable given the quantity of 
emissions reductions now purportedly sought under the new net-zero 
framework. 

CARB does not take a view as to precisely when offset measures may be appropriate 
in CEOA or even in this case; however, it is clear that MM 4.7.7.1 on its facts suffers 
from flaws similar to those ruled improper in the Sierra Club decision. Taken together, 

these aspects reveal that MM 4.7.7 .1 is even less stringent than the mitigation 
measure invalidated by the Sierra Club court. As previously argued by the 

commenters, and as confirmed by the Sierra Club decision, the City's mitigation 

approach does not meet the required legal standards for CEOA mitigation. 

3. Conclusion 

CARB once again urges the City of Moreno Valley not to certify the RFEIR without 
further revisions to the GHG analysis as described above. The City's misguided 
analysis concerning the Cap-and-Trade Program's role has distorted the entire 
process. Furthermore, in any further revisions to the RFEIR to develop a legally 
adequate GHG mitigation strategy, the City should carefully consider the Sierra Club 
decision referenced above. 

As stated in our previous comments, the City must take its obligations as a local 
government to mitigate climate change impacts seriously. If the City implements the 
actions that the state's expert agencies have requested for years, the Project could be 
an important environmental leadership project. Indeed, the Project could create jobs 

8 The City claims that MM 4. 7 .7 .1 "has a performance standard: achieve net zero G HG emissions." 
(June 9, 2020 memorandum from Michael Houlihan to Julia Descoteaux regarding "World Logistics 
Center - Appellate Response" at 9.) However, as reaffirmed in the Sierra Club decision, that is not 
sufficient to show that the measure has a legally-adequate performance standard. 
9 Note that the court also faulted the mitigation measure at issue for failing to define feasibility and limit 
the planning official's discretion in making feasibility determinations. (Sierra Club slip op. at 51.) 
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by building a world-leading clean logistics project, protecting communities all along its 
supply chains. 

We encourage the City to embrace this opportunity to innovate and to lead. As 
always, we would be happy to work with the City to take the additional steps needed 
to fully comply with CEOA's GHG analysis and proper mitigation requirements for the 
Project. We appreciate your consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

~ w.~:ey v 
Executive Officer 

Enclosure: May 14, 2020 joint comment letter from California Attorney General's 
Office and CARB regarding WLC RFEIR (includes CARB's September 7, 
2018 and January 30, 2020 comment letters, and the Attorney General 
and CARB's joint amicus brief, as attachments) 




